
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Signatures for Rules of Order 

¶ Pledge of Allegiance 

¶ Roll Call: 

OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

MEETING AGENDA 

 
March 22, 2022 

4:30 p.m. 

 

1. Minutes: January 25, 2022, February 1, 2022 
 

2. Petitions, Applications, and Public Hearings: 
Administrative items: 

2.1 DR 02222022 ς Request for approval of a design review application for storage units located at approximately 4708 E 2650 N, 
Eden, UT, 84310. Presenter Tammy Aydelotte 

 

3. Petitions, Applications, and Public Hearings: 

Legislative Items 

3.1 ZTA 2021-07: Public hearing to discuss and/or take action on an application to amend the Form-Based Village zoning ordinance 
along with other sections of the Weber County Land Use Code to add provisions and exhibits intended to create a Nordic Valley 
Village Area. Staff Presenters: Scott Perkes & Charlie Ewert 

 
4. Work Session 

4.1 ZMA 2021-09: Work Session to discuss and/or take action on an application to rezone approximately 510 acres of 
land owned by Skyline Mountain Base LLC in and around the Nordic Valley ski area to the Form-Based Village Zone. 
Staff Presenters: Scott Perkes & Charlie Ewert 

 
5. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda: 

6. Remarks from Planning Commissioners: 

7. Planning Director Report: 

8. Remarks from Legal Counsel: 

9. Training by Legal Counsel 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
The regular m eeting will be held in person at the Weber County Commission Chambers, in the Weber Center, 1st Floor, 

2380 Washington Blvd., Ogden, Utah. 
& Via Zoom Video Conferencing at https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88363450613 Meeting ID: 883 6345 0613 

 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary services for these meetings should  

call  the Weber County Planning  Commission at 801-399-8374 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88363450613


Meeting Procedures 
Outline of Meeting Procedures: 
10. The Chair will call the meeting to order, read the opening meeting statement, and then introduce the item. 

11. The typical order is for consent items, old business, and then any new business. 
12. Please respect the right of other participants to see, hear, and fully participate in the proceedings. In this regard, anyone who 

becomes disruptive, or refuses to follow the outlined procedures, is subject to removal from the meeting. 
Role of Staff: 
13. Staff will review the staff report, address the approval criteria, and give a recommendation on the application. 
14. The Staff recommendation is based on conformance to the general plan and meeting the ordinance approval criteria. 
Role of the Applicant: 
15. The applicant will outline the nature of the request and present supporting evidence. 
16. The applicant will address any questions the Planning Commission may have. 
Role of the Planning Commission: 
17. To judge applications based upon the ordinance criteria, not emotions. 

18. The Planning /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ decision is based upon making findings consistent with the ordinance criteria. 
Public Comment: 
19. The meeting will then be open for either public hearing or comment. Persons in support of and in opposition to the application or 

item for discussion will provide input and comments. 

20. The commission may impose time limits for comment to facilitate the business of the Planning Commission. 
Planning Commission Action: 
21. The Chair will then close the agenda item from any further public comments. Staff is asked if they have further comments or 

recommendations. 
22. A Planning Commissioner makes a motion and second, then the Planning Commission deliberates the issue. The Planning 

Commission may ask questions for further clarification. 
23. The Chair then calls for a vote and announces the decision. 

 

Commenting at Public Meetings and Public Hearings 
Address the Decision Makers: 

24. When commenting please step to the podium and state your name and address. 
25. Please speak into the microphone as the proceedings are being recorded and will be transcribed to written minutes. 
26. All comments must be directed toward the matter at hand. 
27. All questions must be directed to the Planning Commission. 
28. The Planning Commission is grateful and appreciative when comments are pertinent, well organized, and directed specifically to 

the matter at hand. 

Speak to the Point: 
29. Do your homework. Obtain the criteria upon which the Planning Commission will base their decision. Know the facts. Don't rely 

on hearsay and rumor. 
30. The application is available for review in the Planning Division office. 

31. Speak to the criteria outlined in the ordinances. 
32. 5ƻƴΩǘ ǊŜǇŜŀǘ information that has already been given. If you agree with previous comments, then state that you agree with that 

comment. 

33. Support your arguments with relevant facts and figures. 
34. Data should never be distorted to suit your argument; credibility and accuracy are important assets. 
35. State your position and your recommendations. 

Handouts: 
36. Written statements should be accurate and either typed or neatly handwritten with enough copies (10) for the Planning 

Commission, Staff, and the recorder of the minutes. 
37. Handouts and pictures presented as part of the record will be left with the Planning Commission. 

Remember Your Objective: 
38. Keep your emotions under control, be polite, and be respectful. 
39. It does not do your cause any good to anger, alienate, or antagonize the group you are standing in front of. 
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Minutes of the Business Meeting of the Ogden Valley Planning Commission for January 25, 2022. To join the meeting, please navigate 
to the following weblink at, https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89979789042, the time of the meeting, commencing at 4:30 p.m. 

 
Ogden Valley Planning Commissioners Present: Chair John Lewis, Chair; Shanna Francis, Vice Chair, Jeff Burton, John (Jack) 
Howell, Jared Montgomery, Trevor Shuman, and Justin Torman. 
Absent/Excused: 
Staff Present: Charlie Ewert, Principal Planner; Scott Perkes, Planner; Courtlan Erickson, Legal Counsel; Marta Borchert, Office 
Specialist. 

 

¶ Pledge of Allegiance 

¶ Roll Call: 
Chair Lewis asked if anyone had any ex parte communication or conflict of interest to declare. No disclosures were made. 

 

1. Approval of Minutes for November 30 and December 7, 2021. 
 

Commissioner Torman moved to approve the minutes of the November 30 and December 7, 2021 meetings as presented. 
Commissioner Burton seconded the motion. Commissioners Lewis, Francis, Burton, Howell, and Torman all voted aye. (Motion 
carried 5-0). 

 
2. Administrative Items. 

 

2.1 File No: UVG062221 - Request for recommendation of final approval of Gateway Estates Subdivision Phase 1, consisting of 
ten lots, private road dedication, and an alternative access request to access lot 1. Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte 

 

A staff memo from Planner Aydelotte explained the applicant is requesting a recommendation of final approval for Gateway 
Estates Subdivision Phase 1, consisting of ten lots, in the F-5 zone. The only lots that do not have frontage along Hwy 39 are lots 
1 and 10. Lot 1 is proposed to gain access by a private access easement. Lot 10 will have frontage along a newly dedicated private 
right of way extending from the Highway to the northeast corner of lot 10. The proposed subdivision and lot configuration are in 
conformance with the applicable zoning and subdivision requirements as required by the Uniform Land Use Code of Weber County 
(LUC). Dedication of a new County road is included with this proposal. The following is a brief synopsis of the review criteria and 
conformance with LUC. The Planning Commission previously expressed concerns with the number of shared accesses. In the end, 
it was determined that County Engineering would call out any concerns with regards to shared access along SR-39, with regards 
to this development. Engineering has no concerns regarding access off of Highway 39, so there are still 4 shared access, and two 
accesses taken off of the proposed roadway between lots 9 and 10. 

 
Ms. Aydelotte summarized the staff analysis of the application, focusing on compliance with the General Plan and zoning 
regulations; the subject property is located in the F-5 Zone.  Single-family dwellings are a permitted use in the F-5 Zone. 
Lot area, frontage/width and yard regulations: In the LUC § 104-9-4, the F-5 zone requires a minimum lot area of 5 acres for a 
single-family dwelling and a minimum lot width of 300 feet. The width of all ten lots in this proposed subdivision meet this 
requirement. The area for the lots ranges between 5.03 acres and 14.97 acres. Dedication of a new public road, located between 
lots 9 and 10, is included as part of this proposal. As part of the subdivision process, the proposal has been reviewed for 
compliance with the current subdivision ordinance in the LUC § 106-1, and the F-5 zone standards in LUC § 104-9. Public Road 
Connectivity: Given the stated geologic hazards/issues within this, and subsequent phases, County Engineering and Planning are 
not willing to accept public road dedication at this time. 

 
Culinary water and sanitary sewage disposal: Weber-Morgan Health Department has performed the necessary soil testing to 
provide feedback and recommendations regarding wastewater disposal systems, and the placement of private wells. Though 
there are well protection areas shown on each lot, the developer is proposing shared wells (4) for this phase. The applicant has 
obtained approval from the State to begin drilling wells. The applicant is proposing 1 acre-foot of water per lot. This allows for 
0.45 acre-feet for culinary purposes and 0.55 acre-feet for secondary purposes. These wells must be drilled and pump-tested 
prior to recording this subdivision per LUC 106-4-2.1. 

(2) Private well capacity assessment. For a private ǿŜƭƭΩǎ water supply and delivery system, the capacity assessment shall 
include: For ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǿŜƭƭΩǎ water supply and delivery system, the capacity assessment shall include: 
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1. Written verification from the Utah Division of Water Rights that authorization to drill has been obtained for each 

proposed private well. 
2. The following items, if secondary water is provided by contract with Weber Basin Water Conservancy District: 

a. Written verification from the District that an adequate allocation of water has been secured for each 
proposed well; 

b. Evidence that the annual cost for the 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ allocation is, or will be, attached to the tax notice of 
each lot; and 

3. Proof of adequate allocation of water shall be demonstrated for all intended uses of the well water, including, but 
not limited to, applicable secondary water uses and fire suppression appurǘŜƴŀƴŎŜǎΦέ 

 

Ms. Aydelotte then summarized improvements required for a private well, secondary water requirements, and development of 
natural hazards/wetlands, after which she indicated staff recommends final approval of Gateway Estates Subdivision Phase 1, 
consisting of ten lots, dedication of new public road, and an associated alternative access request for lot 1, located at 
approximately 748 E Hwy 39, Huntsville. This recommendation is subject to all review agency requirements prior to recording of 
the subdivision, and the following conditions: 

1. Per LUC 106-4-2.1 Wells must be drilled and pump-tested prior to recording this subdivision. 
2. All required improvements shall be installed or escrowed for, or a combination of both, and an improvement 

guarantee agreement signed, prior to appearing before the County Commission for final approval. 

3. An onsite wastewater disposal covenant shall be recorded with the final plat. 
4. An alternative access covenant shall be recorded with the final plat, with regards to accessing lot 1. 
5. A restricted-landscape covenant shall be recorded with the final plat, to the lots that restricts the area of non- 

drought tolerant vegetation to the actual area allowed by the lot's water allocation, water rights, or water shares, 
given the water duty for crop irrigation as prescribed by the Utah Division of Water Rights, and specifies the 
automatic watering system requirements herein, if applicable. (See LUC 106-1-8.2) 

6. Private road dedication and improvements along the eastern boundary of lot 10 shall be shown on the final plat and 
escrowed for or installed prior to final approval from the County Commission. 

7. A note on the final plat will be required indicating that sprinkler systems will be required in each residential structure 
within Phase 1 of Gateway Estates. 

 

This recommendation is based on the following findings: 
1. The proposed subdivision conforms to the Ogden Valley General Plan. 
2. The proposed subdivision complies with applicable county ordinances. 

 

Ms. Aydelotte concluded that the County heard from the Fraternal Order of Eagles (FOE) after preliminary approval was granted 
for this project; they have had a prescriptive access to a spring located on the subject property. The spring is known as Bingham 
Spring, and they would like to ensure they have continued access to the spring. They are working with the developer to accomplish 
that, but she feels it is important to include that issue in the record of this action. Vice Chair Francis asked if it would be appropriate 
to include that as a condition of approval. Ms. Aydelotte stated that is an acceptable condition. 

 
Chair Lewis invited public input. 

 

Zach Burton spoke in representation of the applicant and indicated they received an email today from the attorney for the FOE 
and it is his understanding that the FOE has a prescriptive easement, but they do not currently have one. He stated that they 
would like access, but that is not something they are currently entitled to. Ms. Aydelotte stated that the FOE has indicated they 
do have a prescriptive easement and they want to be sure their access to the spring is not interrupted; the flow of the water from 
the spring serves their property. Chair Lewis stated that is a civil matter for the property owner and the FOE to settle without 
involvement from the County. Legal Counsel Erickson agreed; that is a private matter, and the County should not be involved. 

 
Commissioner Howell moved to recommend, final approval of UVG062221 Gateway Estates Subdivision Phase 1, consisting of ten 
lots, private road dedication, and an alternative access request to access lot 1, based on the findings and subject to the conditions 
listed in the staff report. Commissioner Torman seconded the motion. Commissioners Lewis, Burton, Howell, Montgomery, and 
Torman all voted aye. Commissioner Francis voted nay. (Motion carried 6-1). 

 
 

3. Petitions, Applications, and Public Hearings ς Administrative items. 
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3.1 ZTA 2021-08: Public hearing to discuss and/or take action on a county-initiated ordinance to amend various sections of the 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ȊƻƴƛƴƎ ƻǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀŘƧǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƛǘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ƛƴ the 
manufacturing zones (MV-1, M-1, M-2, & M-3), and to include general administrative and clerical amendments. Presenter: 
Scott Perkes. 

 
A staff memo from Planner Perkes explained this County-driven text amendment has been undertaken primarily due to interest 
having been shown from a food processing and manufacturing company that is looking to potentially locate in the Manufacturing 
zoned areas of western weber county. However, certain provisions of the existing manufacturing zoning ordinance have been 
identified as concerns for a potential food processing/manufacturing operation. As such, staff have combed through the existing 
ordinance and identified several amendments and clarifications needed to not only facilitate a food processing/manufacturing 
operation within a modified M-2 zoning classification, but to also prepare for other potential mixed-uses that are likely to locate 
within the manufacturing areas of west Weber County. In addition to the food processing/manufacturing provisions and 
protections, other general improvements, clarifications, and desired formatting have been proposed to allow the manufacturing 
zoning ordinance to be consistent with updating efforts that have already been done with the agricultural zoning ordinance, and 
that which is desired for the commercial zoning ordinance through future amendments. Mr. Perkes then summarized the 
proposed amendments; there are clerical/housekeeping adjustments throughout; edits to definitions of terms included in the 
Land Use Code (LUC); edits to rezoning applications and procedures; edits to the Manufacturing Zoning ordinance use table; edits 
to the Manufacturing Zone special regulations; edits to the Manufacturing Zone site development standards; edits to the 
application and review section of the design review chapter; and edits to the Cluster Subdivision lot development standards. Mr. 
Perkes then noted that the 2016 Ogden Valley General Plan is quite limited in its references to manufacturing uses. In its limited 
referencing, manufacturing is generally grouped together with references to commercial development. That said, implementation 
strategy 1.1.2 under the commercial development goal # 1 states that the community should avoid rezoning new property to 
commercial or manufacturing until such time that the community supports it. At present, there are only about 8 acres of land 
zoned MV-1. The proposed amendments to the manufacturing zoning ordinance are intended to leave the MV-1 zoning 
allowances largely unchanged. Staff recommends that the Ogden Valley Planning Commission review the proposed amendments 
with special attention to the proposed permitted, conditionally permitted, and not permitted uses in the MV-1 Zone. If the 
Commission is comfortable with the proposal a positive recommendation could be forwarded to the County Commission based 
on the following findings: 

1. The changes are supported by the 2016 Oden Valley General Plan. 
2. The changes are necessary to address the growing needs of manufacturing uses looking to locate in Weber County. 
3. The changes will enhance the general health and welfare of County residents. 

 

High level discussion among the Commission centered on the properties throughout the Ogden Valley that are currently zoned 
for manufacturing zoning or that could be zoned for manufacturing uses in the future; they discussed appropriate permitted 
versus conditional manufacturing uses. They determined that kennels should not be permitted, contractor equipment storage 
should be a conditional use, and bakery and packaging uses should be permitted. 

 
Chair Lewis opened the public hearing. There were no persons appearing to be heard. 

 

Vice Chair Lewis moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Torman seconded the motion, all voted in favor. 
 

Commissioner Torman moved to table action on ZTA 2021-08, County-initiated ordinance to amend various sections of the 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ zoning ordinance to adjust and clarify permitted and conditional uses and site development standards in the 
manufacturing zones (MV-1, M-1, M-2, & M-3), and to include general administrative and clerical amendments, asking that staff 
provide clarification on permitted and conditional uses in the land use table. 

 
Mr. Perkes stated that there is one component of the application that he would like the Commission to consider as part of another 
ƛǘŜƳ ƻƴ ǘƻƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀΤ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀƴ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛŦƛŜŘ [ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜ /ƻŘŜΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ 
άƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻǊŘέΤ ƘŜ ŦŜŜƭǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻƴƛƎƘǘΦ IŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ 
consider an amended motion to allow that to occur. 

 

Commissioner Burton seconded the original motion. 



APPROVED    8  

OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION January 25, 2022 
Chair Lewis facilitated discussion among the Commission regarding the options before them relative to this application. 
Commissioner Torman stated he feels that the item is not ready to vote upon; there are many incomplete portions of the proposed 
ordinance, and he feels those need to be completed before action can be taken. Vice Chair Francis stated she is comfortable taking 
action and providing staff with direction regarding the edits they would like to see. Commissioner Burton stated that it seems that 
tabling would give staff additional time to craft definitions of certain ambiguous terms in the ordinance and that will pay off in 
the future. He stated it is important for these types of documents to be clear. Mr. Perkes stated that staff agrees there are some 
portions of the proposed ordinance that are unclear, but this application was accelerated because of some development projects 
being considered in other areas of the County. Relative to the definition of Ψƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΩΣ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ 
unclear and makes it hard to determine if a grandfather clause should apply to certain properties. Staff is pursuing a simple clerical 
edit to that definition to help property owners understand their development rights. Chair Lewis stated that he would prefer to 
take appropriate actions tonight that accomplish good, rather than tabling the entire application striving for perfection. 

 
Chair Lewis called for a vote on the motion. Commissioners Torman and Burton voted aye. Commissioners Lewis, Francis, Howell, 
and Montgomery voted nay. (Motion failed 5-2). 

 

Commissioner Francis moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for ZTA 2021-08, County-initiated 
ordinance to amend various sectƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ȊƻƴƛƴƎ ƻǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀŘƧǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
site development standards in the manufacturing zones (MV-1, M-1, M-2, & M-3), and to include general administrative and 
clerical amendments, with the following changes: 

¶ Kennels be listed as non-permitted use in MV-1 zone; 

¶ Bakery goods manufacturing use should be listed as permitted use; 

¶ Track or course for motor vehicles, indoor be listed as non-permitted use; 

¶ Contractor equipment storage yard or rental of equipment used by contractors be changed from permitted to conditional 
use. 

Commissioner Burton seconded the motion. 
 

/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ¢ƻǊƳŀƴ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ŀ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛŦƛŜŘ [ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜ /ƻŘŜΩǎ 
ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ά[ƻǘ ƻŦ wŜŎƻǊŘέ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ½¢! ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƛǘ ƭŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΦ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ CǊŀƴŎƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ 
amendment. Commissioners Lewis, Francis, Burton, Howell, Montgomery, and Torman all voted aye. (Motion carried 6-0). 

 
 

3.2 ZTA 2021-10: Public hearing to discuss and/or take action on a county-initiated ordinance to amend various sections of the 
Weber County Land Use Code to define and regulate Animal Grazing, Animal Feeding Operations, and Large Concentrated 
Animal Feeding Operations, and to include general administrative and clerical amendments. Presenter: Scott Perkes 

 
A staff memo from Planner Perkes explained that during the 2021 General Session, the Utah State Legislature passed S.B. 130, 
which served to accomplish the following: 

 
1. Enacted the Large Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations Act (17-27a-11) (Effective 5/5/2021). 
2. Provide defined terms for Animal Feeding Operations (AFO) and Large Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (LCAFO). 
3. Required adoption of a county LCAFO land use ordinance. 
4. Addressed the scope of a county LCAFO land use ordinance. 
5. Addressed the geographic area where large, concentrated animal feeding operations may be located. 

 

Per item #3 above, the Act requires that counties adopt an LCAFO land use ordinance by no later than February 1st, 2022. Pursuant 
to this requirement, Planning staff have worked with the County Commission in work session as well as the Western Weber 
Planning Commission and Ogden Valley Planning Commission in work session on potential regulation scenarios that could be 
implemented prior to the February 1st, 2022, deadline. Through work sessions and a public hearing, the Western Weber Planning 
Commission moved to forward a positive recommendation on a regulation scenario that would serve to accomplish the following: 

1. Only allow new LCAFOs to locate in the A-3 or M-3 zones as Conditionally Permitted Uses. 
2. Existing LCAFOs not located in the A-3 or M-3 zones may continue to operate as non-conforming uses. 
3. Although unlikely, any existing LCAFOs located in the A-3 or M-3 zones may expand if market forces support an expansion. 
4. Existing AFOs (Animal Feeding Operations) in the A-3 or M-3 zones, known ŀǎ ά[ƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ Feed ¸ŀǊŘǎέ under the current 

land use code, may continue operating as conforming uses and may expand if market forces support an expansion. 
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5. Existing AFOs not located in the A-3 or M-3 zones may continue to operate as nonconforming uses but are not allowed 

to expand. 
6. New and existing farms (dairy, poultry, cattle, sheep, goats, etc.) (Proposed to be defined as an Animal Grazing 

operation), will continue to be a permitted uses in all Agriculture zones with applicable special regulations. 
 

Mr. Perkes then facilitated a review of the draft ordinance that has been crafted to implement the outlined scenario above into 
the Land Use Code. Some edits are clerical in nature and are intended to allow the proposed amendments to merge into the 
structure of the existing code. 

 
Mr. Perkes concluded staff recommends that if the Planning Commission supports the proposed regulation, a positive 
recommendation could be forwarded to the County Commission for file ZTA2021-10, a proposal to add definitions, regulatory 
language, and clerical edits to the Land Use Code regarding Animal Grazing, Animal Feeding Operations, and Large Concentrated 
Animal Feeding Operations. This recommendation is consistent with the regulation scenario drafted as Exhibit B, and is based on 
the following findings: 

1. The proposal protects existing Animal Grazing, AFOs and LCAFOs ability to continue operations for as long as the 
prevailing markets allow. 

2. The proposal gives clear direction to any potentially new Animal Grazing, AFO, or LCAFO operation regarding the zones 
where such uses are permissible and the associated operational standards under which they will need to operate. 

3. The proposal is in the best interest of the public both in the short term and in the long term. 
4. The proposal is not detrimental to the general plan. 

 
Commission discussion centered on whether the types of operations allowed according to this text amendment can be used for 
commercial purposes or if they are to be agricultural in nature. There was also debate regarding appropriate permitted land 
uses and special operating regulations for certain uses. 

 
Chair Lewis opened the public hearing. There were no persons appearing to be heard. 

 

Commissioner Torman moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Montgomery seconded the motion. All voted aye. 
 

The Commissioner then debated appropriate buffering distances between agricultural and animal feeding uses and the primary 
residence on a property or neighboring properties. The 

 
Commissioner Torman moved to approve ZTA 2021-10, county-initiated ordinance to amend various sections of the Weber 
County Land Use Code to define and regulate Animal Grazing, Animal Feeding Operations, and Large Concentrated Animal 
Feeding Operations, and to include general administrative and clerical amendments, with one change to strike proposed Sec 
104-21-пΣόŀύόоύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜŀŘǎ άLǘ ǎƘall not be closer than 300 feet to any dwelling, public or semi-public building on an adjoining 
parcel of ƭŀƴŘέΤ and replace it with the same text as in Sec 108-7-8. 

 

Mr. Ewert suggested that the setback adjustment apply to all related sections of the LUC. Mr. Erickson added that these 
adjustments should be based on specific findings. 

 
Commissioner Torman indicated that his motion is based upon the findings listed in the staff report. Commissioner Burton 
seconded the motion. Commissioners Lewis, Francis, Burton, Howell, Montgomery, and Torman all voted aye. Commissioner 
Francis voted nay. (Motion carried 6-0). 

 
 

3.3 ZTA 2021-11: Public hearing to discuss and/or take action on a county-initiated ordinance to define specific zones in the 
Ogden Valley Planning Area where dwelling unit rights may be transferred from for the purposes of constructing detached 
accessory dwelling units, and to include general administrative and clerical amendments. Presenter: Scott Perkes 

 
A staff memo from Planner Perkes explained this County-initiated text amendment has been undertaken in order to add 
clarification to the Accessory Dwelling Unit ordinance regarding areas/zones where dwelling unit rights may be transferred from 
for the purposes of constructing detached accessory dwelling units (ADUs) on lots or parcels which do not have a sufficient balance 
of dwelling units rights available. As a reminder, the current ADU ordinance was adopted in a form that allowed ADUs to be 
permitted on any residential lot or parcel as long as the ADU was integrated architecturally with the primary residence (connected 
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by a breeze way of not more than 15 feet, or the ADU is created within the footprint of the existing home). Alternatively, a 
detached ADU could be permitted if the lot or parcel contained at least one surplus dwelling unit right (i.e., 6-acre lot in a 3-acre 
zone with a primary home and a detached ADU). If a lot or parcel did not contain a surplus dwelling unit right (i.e., 3-acre lot in a 
3-acre zone with a primary home), an owner could transfer a dwelling unit right from another lot or parcel with a surplus dwelling 
unit right in the Ogden Valley Planning Area over to their property in order to permit a detached ADU. In practice, the current 
language of the ADU ordinance allows for transferred dwelling unit rights from anywhere in the Ogden Valley Planning Area. This 
includes the Ogden Canyon and the far-eastern backcountry areas. This led potential applicants looking for transfer properties 
with the άƭƻǿŜǎǘ hanging ŦǊǳƛǘέ to transfer dwelling unit rights to other property for the building of detached ADUs. These άƭƻǿŜǎǘ 
hanging ŦǊǳƛǘέ were identified as grandfathered lots of record in the Ogden Canyon and the old historic lots in the F-40 zone such 
as lots in Evergreen. Staff believes that the original intention behind the transfer of dwelling unit rights requirement of the ADU 
ordinance was to transfer density off of the valley floor or valley foothills. The transfer of rights from outside of the valley floor 
would have create an increased density in the valley that ǿŀǎƴΩǘ anticipated or supported by the General Plan. For these reasons, 
staff have initiated the proposed amendments to clarify the areas where dwelling unit rights may be transferred from for the 
purposes of building detached accessory dwelling units. See below for a summary of the proposed amendments. 

 
Mr. Perkes ten provided a summary of the proposed amendments, including clerical edits and applicability of transferred dwelling 
unit rights associated with the construction of detached accessory dwelling units. He indicated Land Use Goal #1 of the 2016 
Ogden Valley General Plan is clear that additional density should not be authorized in the Ogden Valley Planning Area above that 
allowed by current zoning. Additionally, Land Use Principle 1.1 indicates that the County will support the transfer of existing 
development rights as the primary means to increase densities in suitable project areas while proportionately decreasing density 
ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ {ǘŀŦŦ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ tƭŀƴΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ōȅ 
preventing additional density from outside of the valley floor to be transferred into the valley. Staff recommends that the Ogden 
Valley Planning Commission review the proposed amendments in ZTA2021-11. If the Commission is comfortable with the 
proposal, a positive recommendation could be forwarded to the County Commission based on the following findings: 

1. The changes are supported by the 2016 Oden Valley General Plan. 
2. The changes are necessary to guide the appropriate transfer of dwelling unit rights for detached ADUs. 
3. The changes will enhance the general health and welfare of County residents. 

 
Mr. Ewert facilitated discussion among the Commission regarding the original intentions for TDR actions and the manner in which 
the proposed ordinance will address any potential unintended consequences of TDR regulations. He then discussed the proposal 
to adjust the lot of record definition. The amended definition is needed due to three separate reasons. 

1. Adjustments to the existing paragraphs (d) &(e) are proposed to facilitate the identification of historic lots of record 
(grandfathered) that may have met the zoning at a specific point in time (December 31, 1992) that represents a cut off 
of grandfathered rights. 

2. The added paragraph (g) has been added as a reprieve to the platting requirements for especially large lots (>100 
acres) that may accommodate larger scale developments. 

3. The added paragraph (h) is proposed to help existing unplatted lots of record to be adjusted without having to go 
through a full subdivision platting process. 

 

!ƴ ŀŘŘŜŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ά[ƻǘ ²ƛŘǘƘέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇosed 
amendment to the definition of ά[ƻǘ CǊƻƴǘŀƎŜέΦ 

 
Chair Lewis opened the public hearing. There were no persons appearing to be heard. 

 

Commissioner Torman moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Montgomery seconded the motion. All voted aye. 
 

Commissioner Torman moved to forward a positive recommendation to the Council Commission regarding ZTA 2021-11, county- 
initiated ordinance to define specific zones in the Ogden Valley Planning Area where dwelling unit rights may be transferred from 
for the purposes of constructing detached accessory dwelling units, and to include general administrative and clerical 
ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŀŘƧǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ά[ƻǘ ƻŦ wŜŎƻǊŘΩΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƻ млу-19-2 to strike FR-3 from the list of zones. 
The motion is based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed in the staff report. Commissioner Howell seconded the 
motion. Commissioners Lewis, Francis, Howell, Montgomery, and Torman all voted aye. Commissioner Burton voted nay. (Motion 
carried 5-1). 
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Commissioner Burton indicated his opposing vote is based upon his believe that the idea of transferring development rights for 
an ADU is consistent with principals of good planning. He stated that he has always felt that requiring landowners to secure a TDR 
in order to build an ADU on their property is inappropriate because it places a burden on people who may not be able to afford it 
and it is keeping them from using their land as they would like. 

 
 

4. Elections: Chair and Vice-Chair for 2022 
 

Planning Director Grover indicated that the /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ bylaws indicate that a member of the Commission can only serve as 
Chair for two terms; Chair Lewis has served for two years. 

 
Commissioner Francis nominated Commissioner Burton to serve as Chair for 2022. 

Commissioner Lewis nominated Commissioner Shuman to serve as Chair for 2022. 

Commissioner Burton nominated Commissioner Francis to serve as Chair and Commissioner Lewis to serve as Vice Chair for 
2022. 

 

Commissioner Burton ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜŘ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ CǊŀƴŎƛǎΩǎ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ƘŜ ƛǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
Commissioner Shuman to act as Chair for 2022. 

 
Chair Lewis called for a vote on the nomination of Commissioner Shuman as Chair; all voted aye. 

Commissioner Torman nominated Commissioner Lewis to serve as Vice Chair for 2022. 

Commissioner Lewis nominated Commissioner Francis to serve as Vice Chair for 2022. 

Commissioner Francis nominated Commissioner Torman to serve as Vice Chair for 2022. 

Chair Lewis called for a vote on the nomination of Commissioners Francis and Torman to serve as Vice Cahir for 2022; he 
declared Commissioner Francis received more votes and she will serve as Vice Chair for 2022. 

 
 

5. Meeting Schedule: Approval of the 2022 Meeting Schedule 
 

Chair Lewis called for a vote to approve the 2022 Meeting Schedule; all voted aye. 
 
 

6. Approval of Rules of Order 
 

Chair Lewis called for a vote to approve the current Rules of Order for 2022; all voted aye. 
 
 

7. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda 
 

There were no public comments. 
 
 

8. Remarks from Planning Commissioners: 
 

The Commission discussed the current development climate and the ability of the Commission to develop objective criteria that 
would allow them to require developers to meet with residents who may be concerned about their proposed development. 
Planning Director Grover advised the Commission against taking actions on certain development applications responsive to public 
clamor. The County can ask an applicant to engage with the public or hold a community meeting with any concerned residents, 
but denying an application based upon the lack of public engagement would be problematic. Commissioner Burton stated that 
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there are property rights afforded to indƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƻǿƴŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊ ǘƻ ΨōŜ ƴƛŎŜΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
neighbors. He agreed that it would be nice for developers to try to work well with neighboring property owners, but denying an 
application based upon opposition from neighbors is a violation of property rights. Chair Lewis stated that the Commission should 
focus on pursuing effective ordinances that provide for quality development and help to anticipate any unintended consequences 
of development. 

 
 

9. Planning Director Report: 
 

Planning Director Grover thanked the Commission for their willingness to consider the three text amendments that were listed 
on the agenda tonight; he knows these items feel rushed, but that was for good reason, and he thanked the Commission for 
their support. He then reported on an upcoming Planning Commission appreciation dinner. 

 
 

10. Remarks from Legal Counsel: 
 

There were no additional remarks from Legal Counsel. 
 
 

Meeting Adjourned: The meeting adjourned at 6:25 p.m. 
Respectfully Submitted, 

Cassie Brown 
Weber County Planning Commission 
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Minutes of the Work Session of the Ogden Valley Planning Commission for February 1, 2022. To join the meeting, please navigate to 
the following weblink at, https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85773694345, the time of the meeting, commencing at 5:00 p.m. 

 
Ogden Valley Planning Commissioners Present: Trevor Shuman, Chair; Shanna Francis, Vice Chair, Jeff Burton, John (Jack) 
Howell, John Lewis, Jared Montgomery, and Justin Torman. 
Absent/Excused: none. 
Staff Present: Charlie Ewert, Principal Planner; Scott Perkes, Planner; Courtlan Erickson, Legal Counsel; Marta Borchert, Office 
Specialist. 

 

¶ Pledge of Allegiance 

¶ Roll Call: 
Chair Shuman asked if anyone had any ex parte communication or conflict of interest to declare. No disclosures were made. 

 

WS1: Review of Ogden Valley General Plan: Presenter Charlie Ewert 
 

Principal Planner Ewert provided the Commission with a report of the recent action of the Weber County Commission to create a 
form-based village overlay zone to implement village areas and provide design standards as directed by the Ogden Valley General 
Plan. He emphasized that development/growth in the Ogden Valley area is dictated by the property owner, not the County; the 
role of the County is to guide that development using tools like the General Plan and zoning ordinances, but private property 
rights should be upheld. Adoption of a General Plan does not create a legal requirement on the part of the County, but the County 
does have a general obligation to follow the Plan as development applications are received. The General Plan is essentially a 
guiding document for growth. He then provided the Commission with a link to review the updated General Plan on Weber 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ, after which he facilitated a high-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΤ ƘŜ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴǘŜƴǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
Plan, land use strategies, housing plans, commercial development, transportation, utilities and public services, parks and 
recreation, and resource management. He also reviewed the maps included in the document, which are based upon the text of 
the Plan. He then focused on implementation of the strategies included in the Plan document and reported to the Commission 
the efforts of Planning staff to pursue such implementation; there was focus on the following strategies: 

¶ Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) regulations and transfer of development rights (TDR) guidelines; implementation of a 
mapping tool to track TDR actions. 

¶ Water resources/usage and natural resource studies responsive to drought conditions; creation of a committee to 
evaluate natural resources in the Ogden Valley and advising on the creation of a culinary and secondary water ordinance. 

¶ Storm Water Master Plan creation and implementation of an impact fee or utility fee to help pay for storm water projects. 

¶ Cluster Subdivision ordinance creation. 

¶ Creating updated street cross section regulations for residential areas of the Valley. 

¶ Dark Sky lighting compliance. 

¶ Transportation connectivity and fire-sprinkling requirements to improve public safety response. 

¶ Parks and Recreation improvements. 

¶ Short-term rental regulations. 
 

Mr. Ewert then focused on the directives of the form-based village zoning ordinance; he identified the area of the Valley in which 
the zone would be appropriate according to the General Plan and identified the types of land uses allowed within the zone, 
focusing on the regulations ensuring quality development and architecture that blends with the history of the Old Town Eden 
area of the Valley. He also discussed concepts for transportation and other public improvements in the area; he specified the 
differences between street layouts and concept for residential versus commercial areas and also summarized signage, 
landscaping, and pedestrian access regulations. 

 
Mr. Ewert then engaged in high level discussion with the Commission regarding topics such as the role of the public in dictating a 
cap on the number of development rights to be created in the Ogden Valley area; creation of new fees to cover the improvement 
of existing and the creation of new parks and recreation amenities in the Valley; opportunities for creating affordable housing in 
the Ogden Valley. 

 
Chair Shuman then invited public input. 
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Wŀƴ CǳƭƳŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǎƘŜ ƘƻǇŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƭƛƳƛǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƻƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΤ ƛt  
appeared as if no more than 100 people could join at one time. Mr. Ewert stated there may have been a limit and if that was the 
case, he can find a time to replicate his presentation for those who missed it. Ms. Fulmer then stated there has been a discrepancy 
relative to the total number of units that can be located in the Valley at buildout. She asked the total number of units the planning 
division relies upon. She then asked if the County has a clear-cut definition of what ΨǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΩ means. She added that the population 
in the Valley is declining; there is no longer a sense of community in the valley and there will not be enough residents to work at 
the resort and ski areas that are being built. She stated that in 2021 there was a work session meeting in which a hold was placed 
on any future short-term rental units, but since February of 2020, 51 percent of all dwellings built in the valley are for short-term 
rental use. This is the reason for a loss of the sense of community and a decrease in population. 

 
Mr. Ewert stated the total number of units at buildout varies in different modeling tools, but the planning division relies on 15,000 
units for the Ogden Valley. This is based upon a calculation using the developable area of the valley floor divided by zoning 
standards. This does not include bench and mountainside areas. About 5,000 units have been built, meaning there is a potential 
for another 10,000 units. He then stated that the commercial chapter of the General Plan captures the definition of the term 
ΨǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΩΤ that information was used to create the form-based village ordinance. 

 

Jim Bird stated that recently the zoning was changed on two lots on the east and west sides of Highway 39 and Old Snow Basin 
Road; the zoning change was from commercial to forest residential to allow for high density residential without a commercial 
component. He is not sure the Planning Commission was informed that by approving the zone change, the village use would be 
eliminated from the area and that there was no community input on that fact. He then added that Mr. Ewert stated the only 
village area that has sewer access is the Wolf Creek area, but that is mistaken as there is a sewer access near the lots he mentioned, 
but that was eliminated by the village node. When he was attending the meetings regarding the rezone of those lots, it appeared 
the planning division did not inform either the Ogden Valley Planning Commission or the County Commission that the corner lot 
next to the Catholic Church, which was zoned CV-2 and owned by Snow Basin, of the plans for what would be built on the property. 
He stated that the if the Ogden Valley Planning Commission knew of these zoning issues, it may have influenced their vote, which 
clearly had an impact on the Ogden Valley General Plan because of the elimination of commercial zoning. If the planning division 
wanted to drop the village designation for the area he is referencing, that should have been presented to the community to avoid 
the appearance that the Ogden Valley General Plan can be changed simply because a developer requests it, and the planning 
division supports it. In the future, if thŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƳƻǾŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ȊƻƴƛƴƎ ōŀǎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ŀ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 
should notify residents prior to sending that request to the Planning Commission. 

 
Mr. Ewert presented a map to identify the area referenced by Mr. Bird; the village deǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜŀ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ΨŀŦǘŜǊǘƘƻǳƎƘǘΩ 
in planning for the area in the General Plan. When the landowner learned of that designation, they expressed that they wanted 
to change to the FR-3 zone to accomplish their development plans. Commercial services cannot succeed without an adequate 
number of residential units nearby. The zoning that was planned for the corner will make it possible to achieve residential and 
commercial development on the property, but the direction that planning staff received was to support single-family development 
of the area by allowing the landowner to move in the direction they desired. He was under the impression that those plans would 
receive greater support from the community, and he feels that the implications of the zone change and subsequent project were 
clearly communicated to the Ogden Valley Planning Commission and the County Commission during public meetings. 

 

James Defenderfer stated he has lived in Eden for five years and he thanked Mr. Ewert for the great information included in his 
presentation. He referenced the concept of improving recreation amenities in the Valley, including pathways along roads. He is 
very interested in this amenity as a road cyclist, but wondered who will be responsible for cleaning them, especially during the 
winter. 

 
Mr. Ewert stated that the adjoining landowner is responsible to clean the pathways, just as a resident or commercial property 
owner is required to clean sidewalks in front of their home. This ordinance has been made very clear for property owners, but 
there is an exception for large property owners, such as farmers. When working with the public on providing an employee to plow 
the pathways, the public has indicated they would rather see the snow stay on the pathway because they use it for Nordic skiing. 
IŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŜŘ aǊΦ 5ŜŦŜƴŘŜǊŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ǘƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜǎƛǊŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ 
maintenance of the pathways. 

 

Mr. Defenderfer then referenced water resources in the Valley; Mr. Ewert based his water reporting on data from 2019, which is 
not pertinent given the current drought conditions. He asked how often the County reevaluates that issue. Mr. Ewert stated that 
there has only been one hydro-geology study in the Ogden Valley in recent history to create a ΨǿŀǘŜǊ ōǳŘƎŜǘΩ for the Valley. The 
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creation of that plan was $250,000 and was funded by multiple agencies and he does not anticipate it being updated within the 
next 10 years. He then stated that the General Plan is intended to be a dynamic document that is updated routinely as needed, 
but he has been surprised by the length between General Plan updates in Weber County. He would like to evaluate the metrics 
of the Plan each year, but that is dependent upon resources. 

 
YŜǾƛƴ 9Ǌǿƛƴ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƘŜ ƛǎ ŦǊƻƳ IǳƴǘǎǾƛƭƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ aǊΦ .ƛǊŘΤ aǊΦ 9ǿŜǊǘΩǎ ƳŀǇ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ CV-2 
zoning for the properties, not CVR-1 as mentioned by Mr. Ewert. He stated that having the right zoning designation in the 
presentations may have changed what was approved by the Planning Commission. He then stated that economics are commonly 
cited as justification for developments, but he has yet to see any reporting after a project is completed to communicate the impact 
that a project has had on the local economy. This should be required to ensure that developers are not coming to the Valley to 
complete a project that will depress surrounding property values in order for them to take that money from the Valley in their 
own pocket. Development plans for the property have not moved toward single-family development with no short-term rentals 
and he wondered why a residential zoning designation was not assisted to the property rather than the FR-3 zone. The definition 
of the FR-3 zoning is essentially changed by allowing residential development that does not border forest. 

 

Mr. Ewert acknowledged that one of the maps that includes the property is incorrect, but the use of that property has been 
hashed out by the Planning Commission and the County Commission and it is not prudent to continue to debate it. As far as 
economics, sometimes the County does not ever see economic data for a development plan. Decisions are based upon past 
experiences, but if he is able to get a developer to provide pro-forma and economic information for a project, he will share it with 
the public. 

 
Kurt Langford stated he is from Eden, and he thanked Mr. Ewert for the information that he provided tonight; he commented on 
the number of people who participated in the creation of the Ogden Valley General Plan. Consultants who have worked on these 
types of projects for 30 years have indicated that the number of people who provided input and attended meetings for this project 
was record setting. This is not a Plan that just a few people care about and support; rather, the majority supported it and he sees 
it as the economic development plan for the Valley. He stated that architectural guidelines, short term rental regulations, and 
enforcement mechanisms are needed desperately. He noted that short term rentals are actually having a negative impact on 
businesses in the Valley because the people who are staying in them are bringing their own food and supplies so they do not 
patronize local businesses. This means that the number of rooftops does not necessarily drive the economy of the area; rather, 
businesses are supported by full time residents. He then noted there is the same amount of park space in the Valley as there was 
when he was a 10-year-old boy, which means that developers are not contributing to park and recreation amenities for future 
generations. Developers are only concerned about their own bottom line. 

 

aǊΦ 9ǿŜǊǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƻƴ aǊΦ [ŀƴƎŦƻǊŘΩǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘion of the General Plan and agreed that 
the turnout was great. He also discussed short term rentals and indicated that when he mentions the need for rooftops to support 
businesses, he is referring to full time residences, not short-term rentals. Efforts are underway to adjust the licensure and fee for 
short term rentals, which should generate some revenue that can be used to enforce the short-term rental ordinance. He stated 
that he does not believe it is appropriate to try to ban short term rentals in the Valley because doing so will cause property owners 
to simply pursue the use illegally; the County needs to be proactive in addressing short term rentals. He also noted that 
Commissioner Jenkins has asked staff to modify the subdivision ordinance to require a donation equal to five percent of the 
acreage of a total project area from each developer, which can be used for park improvements. Staff continues to work on that 
ordinance amendment. 

 
Debra Hull stated she lives in Liberty and also thanked Mr. Ewert for the information provided tonight. She asked for a copy of 
ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƻƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΦ aǊΦ 9ǿŜǊǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ Ƙƛǎ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ǘƻ ŜƳŀƛƭ ƘƛƳ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
materials. He added that a copy of the audio recording will also be available on the /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ website. 

 
Deb Moddlemock stated she lives in Eden. She inquired as to the number of Planning Commissioners who actually live in the 
Valley, what their occupation is, if they are large landowners, and if the growth identified in the General Plan is intended to occur 
organically. 

 

Mr. Ewert asked Ms. Moddlemock if she is referring to land in the village areas, to which Ms. Moddlemock answered yes. Mr. 
Ewert stated that all Ogden Valley Planning Commissioners are volunteers, and they all live in the Valley. The concept of Planning 
Commissioners emerged decades ago and is based upon the need for a citizen advisory committee advice on any government 
action. Ms. Moddlemock stated she is simply wondering if there is any conflict of interest on the part of any Commissioner if they 
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are a landowner or developer and also advising on development of the entire Valley. Mr. Ewert stated that likely every member 
of the Planning Commission owns land, but they may not have the ability to develop it; there are one or two Planning 
Commissioners who have been in the development industry in the past, but that is not technically a conflict of interest unless a 
decision they make will result in a direct financial benefit for them. Ms. Moddlemock then asked if the County is directly contacting 
property owners in the village areas, or if development of that ground is intended to occur organically. Mr. Ewert stated that 
property owners have been informed of the plans for their property according to the General Plan; they were advised of when 
the County Commission would be voting on the proposal. He noted his recommendation to the Commission was to look at the 
commercially zoned properties and work to change them to mixed-use zoning so long as there is no resistance from the 
landowners. The landowners will be contacted to provide input and if they desire to remain in the commercial zone, that will be 
allowed. Otherwise, development and growth will be organic. 

 
Julie Etringer stated she lives in Huntsville. She referenced the FR-3 zoning of the land at the intersection of Highway 39 and Old 
Snow Basin road and asked why the FR-3 was approved when it does not meet the requirement of the zoning in that it does not 
meet up with a recreational area. 

 
Mr. Ewert stated that the zone across the street is CVR-1, which is a recreational zone; whether the development is recreational 
in nature, the FR-3 zone is intended to support recreational opportunities in those zones. 

 
Chair SƘǳƳŀƴ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŀƴƪŜŘ aǊΦ 9ǿŜǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƻƴƛƎƘǘΩǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΦ IŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ 
about the makeup of the Planning Commission and indicated that he has found his fellow Commissioners to be people of integrity 
who are doing what they can to make sure things are done correctly relative to the future planning of the Ogden Valley. 

 

Vice Chair Francis also thanked Mr. Ewert and the residents who participated this evening. 
 

Meeting Adjourned: The meeting adjourned at 8:22 p.m. 
Respectfully Submitted, 

Cassie Brown 
Weber County Planning Commission 
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Staff Report  for  Administrative  Approval  
Weber County Planning Division 

 
 Synopsis  

 Application  Information   
Application Request: Consideration and action on a request for design review approval of storage units 

located at 4708 East 2650 North, Eden, UT 84310 

Type of Decision: Administrative 
Applicant: Jeff Allan 
File Number: DR 2022-01 

 Property  Information   
Approximate Address: 4708 East 2650 North, Eden, UT, 84310 
Project Area: 4.469 acres 
Zoning: CV-2 

Existing Land Use: Vacant 
Proposed Land Use: Commercial 
Parcel ID: 22-040-0036 
Township, Range, Section: Township 7 North, Range 1 East, Section 33 NE, 28 SE, 27 SW, 34 NW 

 Adjacent  Land Use  
North: Vacant/Snowcrest Jr. High South: 2650 North Street 
East: Residential/Snowcrest Jr. High West: Vacant 

 Staff Information   
Report Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte 

taydelotte@webercountyutah.gov 
801-399-8794 

Report Reviewer: SB 

 Applicable  Ordina nces  

Á Weber County LUC Title 104, Chapter 21 ς Commercial Valley Zone (CV-2) Zone 
Á Weber County LUC Title 108, Chapter 1 - Design Review 
Á Weber County LUC Title 108, Chapter 16 ς Ogden Valley Outdoor Lighting 
Á Weber County LUC Title 108, Chapter 8, Parking and Loading Space, Vehicle Traffic, and Access Regulations. 
Á Weber County LUC Title 110 Signs 

 Summary  and Background   

2/22/2022 ς Application for design review submitted to Planning. 

The applicant is requesting an administrative design review approval of storage units. The proposal consists of seven 
buildings with 194 total storage units. Applicant will be installing some signage, and installing exterior lighting that 
will be compliant with the Outdoor Lighting ordinance (LUC 108-16). 

 Analysis   

Design Review: The CV-2 Zone requires a design review (as outlined in LUC §108-1) to ensure that the general design, 
layout, and appearance of commercial sites and buildings is orderly and harmonious with the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

As part of a design review, the Planning Director shall consider applicable codes and impose conditions that mitigate 
deficiencies if necessary.  Consideration is given to the following: 

¶ Traffic safety and traffic congestion: 

mailto:taydelotte@webercountyutah.gov
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o The proposal is not anticipated to cause any traffic safety hazards. The existing access off 
of 2650 North Street will be used. 

 
 

 
¶ Outdoor advertising: 

o The applicant has not yet submitted a signage plan. A signage plan will be required at 
building permit, and will be subject to Weber County LUC 108-10 

¶ Outdoor Lighting Plan: 

o The applicant is showing seven light fixtures as part of their lighting plan (see Exhibit D). A 
more comprehensive lighting plan, subject to Weber County LUC 108-16, may be required at 
building permit. 

¶ Landscaping: 

o Applicant has submitted a landscaping plan (see Exhibit C), however, landscaping shall 
conform to the development agreement (see Exhibit F). The applicant is proposing some 
transplanted turf and a few trees along the east side of the entrance off of 2650 North 
Street. 

o The applicant is required to install a solid fence, or to provide berming between this 
project and adjacent residential properties. The following is from the approved 
development agreement: 

¶ An eight-foot earthen berm shall be constructed between the adjacent residential uses and the 

storage facility. Atop the berm, the Developer shall plant four eight-foot conifer trees of a species 

native to the Wasatch Mountains, and shall plant three deciduous trees of a native species well 

known for shade producing capabilities. The deciduous trees shall have a caliper of at least two 

inches when planted and the conifer trees shall be at least eight feet tall when planted. The trees 

shall be provided with an automatic irrigation system to support healthy growth. An eight-foot 

wall may be constructed in lieu of a berm. The vegetation required herein may be located on either 

side of the wall. 

¶ Building and site layout: 

o The site plan shows that the project area will be compliant with the following CV-2 
development standards: 

Minimum lot area: None; 

Minimum lot width: None; 

Minimum front yard setback: None 

Minimum side yard setback: млΩ 

Minimum rear yard setback: млΩ 

Maximum Building Height: орΩ 
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The following are images of the building elevations approved by the County Commission, in the development 
agreement. The elevations are intended to give a barn appearance, with materials generally used on barns. The 
red building is intended to provide architectural requirements for building b (building 2). 
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Development Standards: 
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Per the recorded development agreement, the following are required: 

The developer agrees to maintain compliance with floodplain development requirements. 

Construction shall not occur in phases. Certificate of occupancy shall not be issued until all structures 
are completed and all improvements installed or escrowed for. 

A trail easement is being dedicated through a subdivision plat. The trail easement shall be located along 
the east side of the North Fork River, west of drive approach, and buildings shown on the site plan. The 
easement shall be of sufficient width to provide for a 10-foot wide paved pathway with appropriate 
shoulders to support pathway width. 

The developer agrees that the buildings shall conform to the recorded development agreement. The 

development agreement requires submitted elevations that resemble historic barns typical for the area 
(Exhibit B), however, staff feel that changes to the building elevations contained in the development 
agreement to be minimal. 

Roofs of all buildings shall be a non-reflective metal material that can develop a natural patina over 
time, or as otherwise approved by the Planning Commission. 

The area of the site accessible to motor vehicles or watercraft shall be drained away from the river 
corridor. Drainage facilities shall be designed according to the approved development agreement. 

The developer shall provide roughly their proportionate share of the cost of improvements to the 
intersection of Hwy 162 and Clark Land (2650 North Street), with conditions set forth in the 
development agreement. 

The developer shall be responsible for installing curb, gutter, and a 10-foot wide sidewalk in the public 
right-of-way along the ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩǎ property frontage of Clark Lane (2650 North Street). 

Fire District requirements shall be followed as per the development agreement. 

The developer agrees there shall be no construction staging outside of the project site boundaries. 

Parking ς The proposed parking lot and travel surface is to be paved with asphalt (LUC 108-8-7). There 
are a total of 2 parking spaces. 

All construction and development of this site shall adhere to the recorded development agreement. 

 Conformance  to the General Plan  
The proposal conforms to the Ogden Valley General Plan by continuing commercial development within existing 

commercial and village areas (pg. 25 Ogden Valley General Plan, Commercial Development Goal 1). 
 

 Staff Recommendation   
The Planning Division recommends approval of file# DR 2022-01, subject to all review agency requirements and the 
following conditions: 

1. All exterior lighting, must comply, with the Outdoor Lighting requirements, as outlined in LUC§ 108-16, and 
will be verified at occupancy. 

2. All proposed signage will be reviewed when a detailed signage plan is submitted for request of a land use 
permit. If no signage is proposed, then the developer need to indicate on the building permit application. 

3. Development of this site shall conform with the recorded development agreement. 
4. The developer will provide a financial guarantee for all improvements including site and trail paving, 

landscaping, and fencing. 
 

The recommendation for approval is based on the following findings: 
 

1. The proposal complies with applicable County codes. 
2. The proposed project conforms to the Ogden Valley General Plan. 
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 Exhibits   
A. Application. 
B. Site Plan. 
C. Proposed Elevations. 

D. Proposed Landscaping Plan. 
E. Proposed Lighting Plan. 
F. Recorded Development Agreement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 Area Map  
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 Exhibit  A ɀ Application   
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 Exhibit  B ɀ Site Plan  
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 Exhibit  Cɀ Proposed Elevations   
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 Exhibit  Dɀ Proposed Landscaping  Plan  
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 Exhibit  E ɀ Lighting  Plan  
 

 

 
 


